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140 New Montgomef\' Street Room 1a22
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January 15, 1997

U 1001 C
Advice Letter No. 18640

Public Utilities Commission of the State of California

PACIFICI]BELL.
A Pacific Telesis Company

This filing reflects changes in the attached tariff schedule sheets.
This material consists of tariff schedule sheets as indicated on the
sheets designated "List of Effective Sheets H shown below:

SCHEDULE CAL. P .U. C. NO. AS.

712th Revised Check Sheet A
144th" " "D

This filing revises Schedule Cal.P.U.C. No. AS. Exchange Services,
5.5 Public Communications Service - Coin and Coinless, 5.5.3 CUstomer­
Owned Pay Telephone (COPT) Service, to reflect changes in two classes of
service and the addition of two new services. These changes are being
implemented in compliance with FCC CC Docket No. 96-128.

The annual revenue is not affected by this revision and there is no new
or additional cost information.

In compliance with Section III. G. of General Order No. 96-A, we are
mailing a copy of this advice letter and related tariff sheets to
competing and adjacent Utilities and/or other Utilities, and interested
parties, as requested.

This filing will not increase any rate or charge, cause the withdrawal
of service, nor conflict with other schedules or rules.
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PACIFIC BELL

Anyone may protest this advice letter to the California Public Utilities
Commission. The protest must set forth the specific grounds on which it
is based, including such ±tems as financial and service impact. A
protest must be made in writing and received within 20 days of the date
this advice letter was filed with the Commission. The address for
mailing or delivering a protest to the Commission is:

Chief, CACD Telecommunications Branch
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 3203

San Francisco, CA 94102

A copy must be mailed to the undersigned utility on the same date it is
mailed or delivered to the Commission.

We would like this filing to become effective April 1, 1997.

Yours truly,

PACIFIC BELL

Executive Director

Attachments
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Pacific Bell
san francisco, California

SCHeDUI.E CAt.. P.U•C. NO. AS.
2nd R~i••d Shaet 1074.1

Cancels 1st Revi.ed Sheet 1074.1

NE1WORK MD BXaNGE SERVtCES

5.11 BNIW«:ID SERVICE PROVIDBR SDVICIS (Cont'd)

5.11.2 ANSWER SUPERVISION

A. DESCRIPTION

1. Answer Su.pervision

An8ver Su.pervision qives the .ublcricer a signal, dllivered on the line
foE' c:onfinetion that the called. party haa annerld the call by going
"off hook". !hie signal caD ce used by the terminal equipment connected
to the calling- party's lille to determine that the call bas Intered the
talking stat.e and that charginq may cOIIIIlenee.

An8wer SupervisiOn is a provilional tariff ana vill ce subject to eN)
modifications or terminate only upon explicit approval fr~ the CPUC I
and aoti£icaeion to all affected parti.s. (N)

B. 'l'DRITOR!'

1. Answer supervision will only c. furnished whlre facilities and operating
conditions permit.

2. Answer supervision requires the purchale of the Voice Grade - Line ­
Circuit Switched basic servinq arrangement.

c. REGtJIM'IONS

1. Utility Obliqations

a. General

(1) The limitation of the Utility's liability is set forth in Schedule
Cal.p.U.e. No. ~.1.14, Rule No. 14.

D. RATJi:S AND CHARGES

(1) Answer supervision
- per line

Installation
Charge

$10.00

Monthly
Rate

$5.75 ANSPR

Continued

Advice Letter No. 16329

aecision No.

Issued b)'
"_ J. H111er

Regulator) Vice President

Date Filed: Sept. 2. 1992

Effecthi: l~-.9.V 6. 1992

Resolution No. II&141
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May 16, 1997

Transmittal No. 1920

Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

Attention: Common Carrier Bureau

PACIFICCBELL
A PacIfic TelesIs Comoanv

Streamlined filing under
Section 204(a) (3) of
the Communications Act
on 15 days' notice.

The accompanying tariff material, issued by Pacific Bell, bearing Tariff
F.C.C. No. 128, effective May 31, 1997, is sent to you for filing in
compliance with the Communications Act of 1934, as amended. This filing
consists of tariff pages as indicated on the following check sheet:

Tariff F.C.C. No. 128 723rd Revised page 1

This filing is being made in compliance with the F.C.C.'s Order dated April 4,
1997 which clarifies requirements set forth in the Payphone Reclassification
Proceeding, CC Docket NO. 96-128. pacific proposes adding Answer Supervision,
International Direct Distance Dialing unblocking, and 10XXX Selective Blocking
as unbundled features currently offered in our intrastate tariffs.

supporting information discussed under Section 61.49 of the Commission's Rules
is, to the extent applicable, included with this filing.

In accordance with Section 61.32(b), the original Transmittal Letter, the
Federal Communications Commission Form 159 and the filing fee have been
submitted to a courier service for delivery to the Treasury Department lockbox
located at the Mellon Bank in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Acknowledgment and date of receipt of this filing are requested. A duplicate
letter of transmittal is attached for this purpose.

All written correspondence in connection with this filing should be addressed
to me at the above address. Service of process may be faxed to me on
(415) 546-4119. All other inquiries may be directed to Jay Bennett on
(202) 383-6429.

Enclosures
Duplicate Transmittal Letter
Tariff Pages and Attachments

Copy of Letter, Tariff Pages and Attachments concurrently delivered to:
Chief, Tariff and Pricing Analysis Branch (Public Reference Copy)
International Transcription Service
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April 10, 1997

Mr. W'llUam F. Caton
ActiD& Secretary
Federal CommUDiaitiom Commission
Mail Stop Code 1110
1919 MStreet, N.W., Room 222
Washinston, D.C. 20554

Ra: CC Docket No. 96-121, IIQp1cmemlticm oftbehi Telephone
R.eclauificatioD ami CompeuJa1ioD ProvisioDl ofdle
Tel~ Act. of 1996, Compll'lbly Bfficia

. , lIB';,Ddm.IJlu:n'l

Dear Mr. Caton:

Pursuant to paraanph 37 ofebe ComDlinioo's April 4, 1997 OrdIr,I raci6c BoU
and Nt\'ada Bell. subsidiaries otSBC Communi__f=.. baby advise the
Commission on1be status ofour in1rastate tatit!s far the tea1Urel tad _dons tbI1
we have not yet fec!era1ly tarift'ecL2 Paei6c Bell _ Nevada B.n fw1her commit to
file federal tari& for the features an4 ftmctions listed below witbiD 4S clays ottb.e
date ofthc Order.

Pacific Bell's in1rutate tariffs iDc1ude the followiDs uubuDdleeS feataIes ad
filIletiODS:

• IDtemaIioIal Direct DistaJD CI1IIDa ("lDDD") (see..tarifIi at sheeI
476.2.1, item .), TbiJ was iDcIuded ill iDtrutaIe tariffs that wwe filed OIl

January 15,1997 anc:hvereeffectiwOIlAprll1. 1997.3 .

I hi~MflIWDll.""~D" Dju.Ptl1 r"",...RM/GIJi/ktIIiDrI tIIfIIC.."......
'rlJNuiIItU 4/-rel~DIIIAGf oJ/IH, CC DocbtNo. Hel2l, Older, DA 97-671
(r*-dApril .. 1997) (1he "Ordef"),

1 We bali'Vi dalE lJ)D]) (ill die ClIO ofbolb PIGUk IoIIIIIdNwIdI leU) 1DCI1OXXX SIli=ve
Blockial (III1he CUI orPadfIc Ikll) II'IDGtIlllbuDd1cd.........dI.1t COllI havenot
belliRIIIOftd fhJIIl1bc prlce ofrht~ liII..pri_IO U.RCOVIfdleir COlts
sepuately. NeYdlola&. we...minl to &dn11y tIriIr......

J Copl•• oftllell iartutlae tlriffs, farbaIh Pacific Belln NIYIdaBell, ... et!Mhecl to the RIp.,
CommCDII ofPacific BeI1I11d NlYlda &11 fI1Id 011 Febrully 2'7,199'7.

F'RINT TII'E JUN. 5. 11 133AM
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Nt, William F. Caton
April 10, 1991
Paprwo

• 1DXXX ScICGtive Bloc1clnl tor bothWIJ Basic COPT seMce (.. Slate
tadffi at IbM 476.5,2, iteID t). 1bls was iDcluded in iDUasIate tIrifti
1bat were tiled on J8ft1IIIY 15, 1997 BDd WIn efl'Igdye on Aprillt 1997.

• Amiwer Supenrjsion (see auac:hed tari1f sbect).4 This was filed in
iDIrIstate tarUfs OIl September 2, 1m, whicb ware e&ctive oD.
November 6, 1992.

Nevada Bell's iDtrastatI tariffs iDcludc the f'o1JowIDI1UlbuDdW feIlures aDd
functioDS:

• lDterDatioDal Direct DiJtmce CaJUns CCIDDD', (lei state tarifCs II pep
61.2t item pl. 'Ibis was iDc1uded ill intrasIIre tuifrs 1UId on JIIDUIl)' 15,
1997. which we expect to be effective on Apri115, 1m.

Please iDol..tbiJ letter mid attachment in the record ofthis proceediaa in
accorcIance with Section 1.1206(a)(1) afthe Commission's Rules.

Acknowledaement and date ofreceipt of this letter lie requuted. A duplic:ata letl:er
is auac1u:d for this purpose.

Please contact me at (213) 975·3287 shoulcl you bave further qw:mcms.

Very truly yount

?~X~~
Polly L, Brophy
ScmiOl' Cousel

0& IAhdIIc leU 1II'fIIory, IDIwet lQJIIIViIioR is awillblt"IQ"oice pIIe...lde .....
BICIIIII it is punI1y1YIi1lb'" we do ftOl beIiMalla,."... spedfic .-.ice.
Nevcnbe1ess, we are wallins to fedenUy llrift'lftawer supervision.

~CEIVED TIME JUN. S. 11~31AM PRINT TIME JUN. S. 11:33~M



JUN. 3.1997 9: 36RM ,.P,RC TEL LEGR.L GROUP(213)97S-7068
Apr. 9, :~~'I '/:j~:'YJ. rAe HL nu ~tli

Mr. William F. Caton
April 10, 1997
PqeThree

bcc~ Sherry Herauf
Tom Weber
RodStaDley
IrcncLopez
AmyPite
Nanty McMahon
Je1fThomas
Michael KelloR

0042152.01

~E:CEI'v'ED TIME: ~~. 9. 4:4ePM PRINT TIME: ~. 9. 4: 41PM



Federal Communications Commiss\on

Before the
Federal Communications Commission

Washington, D.C. 20554

)

In the Matter of )
)

Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell )
Comparably Efficient Interconnection )
Plan for the Provision of Basic Telephone )
Service ) CC Docket No. 96-128

)

Implementation of the Pay Telephone )
Reclassification and Compensation Provisions )
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

ORDER

DA 97..794

Adopted: April 15, 1997 Released:
-

April 15, 1997

By the Deputy Chief, Common Carrier Bureau:
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Federal Communications Commission

- I. INTRODUCTION

.._----_._--

DA 97-794

1. On December 26, 1996, pursuant to the requirements of the Commission's
orders in the payphone rulemaking proceeding,! Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell (jointly
"PacTel") filed a comparably efficient interconnection (CEI) plan for the provision of
payphone service.2 In that proceeding, the Commission directed each Bell Operating
Company (BOC) to file an initial CEI plan describing how it will comply with the
Commission's Computer III3 CEI equal access parameters and nonstnlcturaI safeguards for the
provision of payphone services.4 BOCs must make available on a nondiscriminatory basis the
regulated basic services they provide to independent payphone service providers (PSPs) and to
the aocs' own payphone operations to provide payphone services.s

2. The Commission gave public notice of the filing of PacTel's CEI plan on
January 13, 1997.6 On February 12, 1997, seven panies filed comments with the Commission

Implementation of the Pay Telephone Reclassification and Compensation Provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-128, Repon and Order. FCC 96-388 (reI. SepL 20. 1996)
("Payphone Order"), appeal docketed!Y2 nom., DUnois Public Telecommunications Ass'n v. FCC and United
States, Case No. 96-1394 (D.C. Cir., filed Oct. 17, 1996), Erratum (reI. Sept. 27, 1996),~ FCC 96-439 (reI.
Nov. 8. 1996) ("Reconsideration Order"); Order, DA 97-678 (Common Car. Bur. reI. Apr. 4, 1997)
("Clarification Order").

Pacific Telesis filed the CEI plan on behalf of Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell. Pacific Bell's and Nevada
Bell's Comparably Efficient Interconnection Plan for Payphone Service (filed Dec. 26. 1996) ("PacTel CEI
Plan"). See also Reply Comments of Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell (filed Feb. 27, 1997) ("PacTel Reply").

Amendment of Section 64.702 of the Commission's Rules and Regulations, CC Docket No. 85-229,
Phase 1. 104 FCC 2d 958 (1986) (Phase I Order), recon., 2 FCC Red 3035 (1987) (Phase I Recon. Order),
further recon., 3 FCC Rcd 1135 (1988) (Phase I Further Recon. Order), second further recon.• 4 FCC Rcd 5927
(1989) (Phase I Second Further Recon.), Phase I Order and Phase I Rccon. Order vacated, California v. FCC,
905 F.2d 1217 (9th Cir. 1990) (California 1)~ Phase n, 2 FCC Rcd 3072 (1987) (Phase n Order), recon., 3 FCC
Red 1150 (1988) (Phase n Recon. Order). funher tecon.• 4 FCC Rcd 5927 (1989) (Phase II Further Recon.
Order), Phase n Order vacated, California I, 905 F.2d 1217 (9th Cir. 1990); Computer In Remand Proceedings,
5 FCC Rcd 7719 (1990) (ONA Remand Order), recon.. 7 FCC Red 909 (1992), pets. for review denied,
California v. FCC, 4 F.3d 1S05 (9th Cir. 1993) (California U); Computer In Remand Proceedings: BelJ
OperannS!: Company Safeguards and ner 1 Local Exchange Company Safeguards, 6 FCC Red 7571 (1991) (BOC
SafelZuards Order), recon. dismissed in pm. Order, CC Docket Nos. 90-623 & 92-256, FCC 96-222 (reI.
May 17,1996); BOC SafellWds Order vacated in pan and remanded, California v. FCC, 39 F.3d 919 (9th Cir.
1994) (California III), ££1. denied, 115 S.Ct. 1427 (1995) (refemd to collectively as the Computer In
proceeding).

Payphone Order at para. 202.

~.i2.:. at paras. 146, 200-04.

6 PleadinS! Cycle Established for Comments on Pacific Telesis Comparably Efficient Interconnection Plan
for Payphone Service, Public Notice, CC Docket No. 96-128, DA 97-72 (reI. Jan. 13, 1997).

2



Federal CommUDicadoDS COIIUIIission DA 97-794

opposing the plan.' PacTel subniined reply comments on February 27, 1997.' For the
reasons discussed below, we approve PacTel's CEI plan.

D. BACKGROUND

3. The payphone rulemaking proceeding implemented Section 276 of the
Communications Act of 1934, as amended.9 Section 276 directed the Commission to
prescribe a set of nonstrUctura! safeguards for SOC payphone service to implement the
statute's requirements that any SOC that provides payphone service: (1) shall not subsidize
its payphone service directly or indirectly from its telephone exchange or exchange access
service operations; and (2) shall not prefer or discriminate in favor of its payphone service.1o

The 1996 Act provided that such safeguards must. at a minimum, include the nonstrUctural
safeguards equal to those adopted in the ComPUter mproceeding. II

4. In the Payphone Order. the Commission determined that the Computer mand
Ooen Network Architecture (ONA)12 nonstructural safeguards would "provide an appropriate

Comments of the American Public Communications Council on PacTel's CEI Plan (APCC Comments);
AT&T's Comments On Pacific Bell's Comparably Efficient Incerconnection PlIn (AT&T Comments); Comments
of the Inmate Calling Service Providers Coalition on PacTel's CEI Plan (ICSPC Comments); MCl --
Telecommunications Corporation Comments (MCl Comments); Comments of Oncor Communications. Inc.
(Oncor Comments); Comments of San Diego Payphone Owners Association and Payphone Service Providers
Group on Pacific Bell's Proposed CEI Plan for Payphone Services (SDPA Comments); Comments of Telco
Communications Group. Inc. on Pacific Bell's and Nevada Bell's CEI Plan (Telco Comments). On February 13,
1997. the California Payphone Association filed comments on PacTel's CEI plan and moved for a one day
extension of time for filing its comments in this Proc:cedinl. ~ Comments of California Payphone Association
on Pacific Bell's and Nevada Bell's CEI Plan for Payphone Service (CPA Comments), and Motion of California
Payphone Association for Extension of TlDle to File Comments (CPA Motion).

PacTel Reply.

47 U.S.C. § 276. Telecommunications Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-104, 110 Sw. 56 (1996 Act),
codified at 47 U.S.C. §§ lSI~ Hereinafter, all citations to the 1996 Act will be to the 1996 Act as it is
codified in the United Slates Code. The 1996 Act amended the Communications Act of 1934. We will refer to
the Communications Act of 1934. as unended. as "the Communications Act" or "the Act."

10

II

47 U.S.C. § 276(b)(I)(C).

12 See Filing and Review of Open Network Architeeture Plans. 4 FCC Red I (1988) (Boe ONA Order),
rwm.. 5 FCC Red 3084 (1990) (Ioe ONA Reconsiclemjon Order); 5 FCC Red 3103 (1990) (loe ONA
Amendment Order), erratum. 5 FCC Red 40'S, petS. for review denied. California v. FCC. 4 F.3cl15OS (9th Cir.
1993). recon.. 8 FCC Rcd 97 (1993) (Boe 0NA Amendment &ecO!!§ideration Qrder); 6 FCC Red 7646 (1991)
(BOC ONA Further Amendment Order); 8 FCC Red 2606 (1993) (Joe ONA Second Funher Amendment
Order). pet. for review denied. California v. FCC. 4 F.3d lS05 (9th Cir. 1993) (collectively referred to as the
ONA Proceeding).

3



Federal Communications COIIUIIksioa DA 97·794

regulatory framework to ensuie that SOCs do not discriminate or cross-subsidize in their
provision of payphone service."13 Accordingly, the Commission required the SOCs to me
"CEI plans describing how they will comply with the Computer III unbundling, CEI
parameters. accounting requirements, CPNI requirements as modified by section 222 of the
1996 Act. network disclosure requirements, and installation, maintenance. and quality
nondiscrimination requirements. ,,14 Obtaining approval of its CEI plan is one of the criteria a
BOC must meet before its payphone operations may receive compensation for completed
intrastate and interstate calls using a payphone under the new compensation plan established
in the payphone proceeding. IS

S. The Payphone Order required SOCs to "provide tariffed, nondiscriminatory
basic payphone services that enable independent (paypbonc service) prOViders to offer
payphone services using either instrUment-implemented 'smart payphones' or 'dumb'
payphones that utilize central office coin services," or some combination of the two in a
manner similar to the LECS."17 Those tariffs must be f1led with the applicable ~tate

regulatory commission. II Additionally, BOCs must file with the Commission tariffs for

13 Payphone Order at para. 199. In addition. the Commission adopced 1CC000tilli safel'Wds for BOC and
incumbent LEe provision of payphone service on an intearated bIsis. ~ Implementation of the --
Telecommunications Act of 1926: Accountinl Safepards Under the TelecOmmunications Act of 1996. CC
Docket No. 96-150, Repon and Order. FCC 96-490, para. 100 (reI. Dec. 24. 1996).

I~ Payphone Order at para. 199. In its notice of proposed rulemakin, re,U'din, the CPNI and other
customer information provisions of the 1996 Act. the Commission concluded tIw its previously established CPNI
requirements would remain in effect. pendin, the outcome of that rulemakin,. to extent that they do not conflict
with the CPNI provisions of the 1996 Act. See Implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996:
Telecommunication Carriers' Use of Customer Propriewy Network Information and Other Customer
Infonnation. CC Docket No. 96-115, Notice of Proposed Rulemakin" 11 FCC Red 12513. 12529 (1996) (CPNI
NPR..\1).

I' Reconsideration Order at pU'l. 132. In addition to an approved CEI plan. in order to receive
compensation. the Reconsideration Order requires that "a LEC must be able to certify the followin,: (I) it has
an effective cost acc:ountin. manual ("CAM") filinl; (2) it has ID effective intentate CCL tariff retlectinl a
reduction for deregulated paypbone costs and retlectin, additional multiline subscriber line char,e ("SLC")
revenue; (3) it has effective [inD'aStIte) tariffs retlectin, the removlJ of charps that recover the costs of
payphones and any incraswe subsidies~ (4) it has deregulated and reclassified or U'lDsfemd the value of
payphone customer premises equipment ("CPE") and related costs IS required in the [PavPhone Orderl~ (S) it has
1ft effect intrastate tariffs for basic payphone services (for "dumb" and "smart" paypbones); and (6) it has in
effect Intrastate and interstate tariffs for unbundled functionaJities associated with those lines." lslat para. 131.

16 A "smart" payphone has capabilities proanmmed into it that perform eenain functions. such as ratinS
calls or collecting or retumin, coins. A "dumb" payphone does not have such c:aplbiJities but must instead rely
on central office conU'OJs to collect and rewrn coins or perform other functions.

11

II

Reconsideration Order at para. 162.

4



Federal CommunicatiollS COllUllissioa DA 97·794

unbundled features or functions that are either used by a BOC's paypbone operations to
provide paypbone service or offered by the BOC to unaffiliated PSPs on an unbundled basis. 19

m. SERVICE DESCRIPTION

6. PacTel provides several types of local excbange services, which can be used
with a "smart" or "dumb" paypbone20 that has touch·tone capability: COPT Service (Basic)
service; COPT Coin Line service; COPT Charge-a-eall service; Inmate service, and Enhanced
COPT Access Line service.21 Most of these services can be ordered as either "outward only"
or "bothway" service.22 In all cases, the demarcation point between PacTel's network and
unregulated equipment is the minimum point of entry (MPOE).23

7. COPT Service (Basic) is a measured (with respect to local calls) local
exchange service that is designed to work with "smart" paypbone sets. This service is
available in two versions: botbway or outward only. This service includes blocking and
screening,24 but the PSP's payphone must provide all desired coin features (such as coin
control, call rating, and coin return).~ While independent PSPs can obtain operator services,

8.

IY Payphone Order at pans. 146-148; Reconsideration Order at paru. 162·163; qlrification Order at para.

:0 A "smart" payphone has capabilities proaramrned into it thal perform cenain functions, such as rating
calls or collecting or returning coins. A "dumb" payphone does not have such capabilities, but instead must rely
on central office controls to collect aDd return coins, and perform other functions.

:1 PacTel CEI Plan at 3; Lener of Polly L Brophy, Senior Counsel, Plcific Telesis. to Christopher
Heimann. Policy Division, Common Carrier Bureau (Much 20, 1997) ("Policy Division March 20 Ex Pane").

'0 PacTel CEI Plan at 3. "Botbway" service allows a payphone both to receive incomin. and to malte
outgoing calls. "Outward" only service permits a payphone only to make outlOin, calls.

:~ Call blockinl prevents the completion of ceNin typeS of calls from a paypbone (e.I., calls to 900 and
976 numbers. or domestic 10XXX 1+ calls and intem&1ional 10XXX 011+ calls). Billed number screenin. is a
feature to prevent altemale billed calls from beine made to the payphone line (e.•., by indicatin, to the operator
that collect or third party number calls cannot be billed to the paypbone line). ~ Letter from Polly L. Brophy.
Senior Counsel, Pacific Telesis, to James Schlicbtin" Chief, Competitive Prianl Division. Common Carrier
Bureau. Attachment I (Much 20. 1997) ("Pricin, Division March 20 alD.").

~ Coin control is a featUre thal controls the collection and counan, of coins deposited into paypbone
equipment. and which allows sent-paid calls to be completed. Call ratin. provides a payphone with I"IIinl
IOfonnation on coin sent-paid calls. Coin return is used to release coins for uncompleted calls. !sb.

5
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including card verification and aceeptance. for intraLATA calls. from PacTel. they also may
make arrangements with another service provider to do SO.16

8. COPT Coin Line service is a flat-rated local exchange service that is designed
to work with "dumb" payphones. Two versions of this service are available: bothway or
outward only. Coin Line service includes central office-based bloclcing and screening. as well
as the following central office-based coin features: coin control. call rating. and coin return.:7

9. COPT Charge-a.can service is a measured service designed for coinless
payphone sets and may be used only to originate 0+ and toll-free access calls. In particular.
the service allows third party. collect, calling card and credit card billing. Two versions of
the service are available: bothway or outward only. Billed number screening is included.
IntraLATA calls are handled by PacTel's operator services, including its automated card
verification and acceptance systems, which generally accept the card of any issuer with which
PacTel has a card honoring agreement.%I

10. Inmate service is offered in several different versions. In California. Pacific
Bell offers four measured inmate services for smart payphones, all of which include network­
based billed number screening. These services allow PSPS to elect, on a non-ehargeable
basis. among several types of call handling procedures used by PacTel's operator services ate
as follows: (1) bothway service that blocks all calls except coin sent-paid calls. intraLATA
(toll and local) 0+ collect-only calls. interLATA 0+ calls. and certain free calls; (2) bothway­
service tha't blocks all calls except intraLATA 0+ collect-only calls and interLATA 0+ calls~
(3) outward only service that blocks all calls except coin sent-paid calls, intraLATA (toll and
lOCal) 0+ collect-only calls, interLATA 0+ calls, and cenain free calls~ and (4) outward only
service that blocks all calls except intraLATA 0+ collect-only calls and interLATA 0+ calls.
Pacific Bell also offers two flat-rated inmate services for dumb paypbones, which include
central office coin control and billed number screening. These services allow PSPs to elect,
on a non-ehargeable basis, among several types of procedures used by PacTel's operator
services to handle calls from dumb payphones. These optional procedures are as follows: (1)
bothway service that blocks all calls except local coin sent-paid calls and 0+ collect only
calls~ and (2) outward only service that blocks all calls except local and toll coin sent-paid
calls and 0+ collect-only calls. In Nevada, Nevada Bell will offer two inmate services for
smart payphones (CPICS). In addition, PSPs may provide CPICS for use by PSPs that wish
to offer high capacity digital data services, or, where COPTs or equivalent services are not
available, by individual flat rate business line or individual flat rate trUnk. These services are:

26 PacTel CEI Plan 11 3-4. ~JlI2 Policy Division MIlCh 20 Ella..

:1 PacTel CEI Plan at 4. .&!!112 Policy Division March 20 a lJDt. In Nevada. COPT Coin Line
Service is offered as a measured service where tee:bnically feasible. Wbae not cechnicaUy feasible. it is offered
as a nat-rated service. Policy Division MlICb 20 S bIlE. 11 4.

2J PacTel CEI Plan at 4. a!lJ2 Policy Division March 20 i!.bIU.11 2.4.
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(1) measured line, two way service, which is the same as Basic COPT service; and (2)
outgoing only service that blocks all calls except 0+ collect only calls (otherwise, this service
is the same as Basic COPT service).29

10. Enhanced COPT Access Line service is a measured line service offered by
Nevada Bell, which is designed to operate with sman payphones requiring special central
office features and equipment. Two versions of this service are available: bothway or
outward only. This service provides the following additional central office-based features:
standard analog loop, line side answer supervision, and operator services identification.30

IV. COMPLIANCE ISSUES

A. eEl Plan Requirements

11. The Commission's CEI requirements were originally established in the
Computer III proceeding, in which the Commission adopted a regulatory framework to govern
the provision of integrated enhanced and basic services by the BOCs.3! As applied in the
payphone context, the CEl requirements are designed to give independent PSPs equal and
efficient access to the regulated basic payphone services that the BOCs use to provide their
own payphone services.32 BOCs must also provide payphone services to independent PSPs. on
a nondiscriminatory basis as required in the payphone rulemaking proceeding.33 The ~

Commission, in its Computer ill proceeding, established nine specific CEI requirements,34
which are discussed below. PacTel has described in its submissions how its basic telephone
service will satisfy each of the Commission's nine CEI requirements. We review below
PacTel's CEI plan with respect to each of these requirements.

PacTel CEI Plan at 4-5; Policy Division Marth 20 g Parte at 2-4.

30 Policy Division Marth 20g~.

31 See Phase I Order. 104 FCC 2d at 1026, para. 128. Requiring DOCs to file CEI plans was one of the
nonstructural safeguards adopted by the Commission. in lieu of structural separation, to prevent cross­
subsidization and discrimination. As a first step in implementing the Computer mframework. the Commission
permitted the DOCs, which remained subject to various suucturaJ separation requirements, to offer individual
enhanced services on an integrated basis following approval of service-specific CEI plans. DOCs were required
to describe in their CEI plans: (1) the enhanced service or services to be offered; (2) how the underlying basic
services would be made available for use by competing enhanced service providers; and (3) how the DOCs
would comply with the other nonstrUcturai safeguards imposed by Computer m. ~ Phase I Order, 104 FCC
2d at 1034-59. paras. 142-200.

Payphone Order at paras. 146, 200-04.

Reconsideration Order at para. 163-65.

Phase I Order. 104 FCC 2d at 1039-1043, paras. 154-166.

7



Federal CommUDicatiODS Commission

1. Unbundling or BaSic Services

DA 97-794

12. The Payphone Order deregulated LEC payphones and classified those
payphones as CPE.35 In addition to providing tariffed coin service so competitive payphone
providers can offer payphone services using either instrument-implemented "smart" payphones
or "dumb" payphones that utilize central office coin services, a LEC must tariff unbundled
payphone features that the LEe uses or provides on an unbundled basis.36 Moreover, BOCS.
but not other LECs, must unbundle additional network elements when required by a state or
requested by payphone providers based on the specific criteria established in the Computer III
and ONA proceedings.37

13. The Payphone Order requires BOCs to flle CEI plans that explain how they
will unbundle basic payphone services.3

• Specifically, a SOC must indicate how it plans to
unbundle. and associate with a specific rate element in the tariff, the basic services and basic
service functions that underlie its provision of payphone service.39 Nonproprietary
information used by the SOC in providing the unbundled basic services must be made
available as part of CEI.40 In addition, any options available to the SOC in the provision of
such basic services or functions must be included in the unbundled offerings.41

14. PacTel represents that the basic network services used by its payphone service
operations ("PubCom") will be offered unbundled from its other basic service offerings,42 and
that independent PSPs and PubCom will have available to them the same tariffed network
services for use in providing payphone services.43 According to PacTel. prior to the effective
date of the 1996 Act, it had already made available to independent PSPs services that allowed
them to offer payphone services using either smart or dumb payphone sets. and that it is

35

para. 8.

37

Payphone Order at para. 142.

Payphone Order at pans.146-148; Reconsideration Order at paras. 162·163. 165; Clarification Order at

Payphone Order at 148; Reconsideration Order at para. 165.

Payphone Order at para. 204.

39 Id. (citing Phase I Order. 104 FCC 2d at 1040). ~!!!2 Reconsideration Order at para. 213.

40 Payphone Order at para. 204 (citing Phase I Order. 104 FCC 2d at 1040).

41 Id. See!!!2 Reconsideration Order at para. 213 (citing Phase I Order at 1040).

PacTel CEI Plan at S.

43 !£L. at 3.

8
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continuing to make such services-available.44 PacTel asserts that these basic network
capabilities are associated with· specific rate elements in its existing tariffs,4~ and that it will
make available to independent PSPs additional unbundled services through the 12Q-day ONA
service request process.46

15. APCC and SOPA contend that PacTel's CEI plan must be rejected because it
fails sufficiently to unbundle PacTel's payphone services.47 APCC states that, while PacTel
bundles some features with both its COPT Service (Basic) and coin line services (e.g.,
screening service), some features are only included with coin line service (e.g., answer
supervision).48 APCC argues that PacTel should be required to price features the same,
regardless of whether the features are offered on an unbundled basis or bundled with the line,
and regardless of whether such features are used with COPT Service (Basic) or coin lines.49

APCC claims that, without such unbundling and separate tariffing, "it is not possible to
detennine whether all discrimination between [COPT Service (Basic)] line services and coin
line services has been eliminated, and whether PacTers 'basic payphone line' is uniformly
tariffed at cost-based rates."so While SOPA acknowledges that the Commission declined to
order significant unbundling, it argues that relying only on the ONA procedure unreasonably
shifts the burden of pursuing effective unbundling to independent PSPs..S1

~ !!. at 5-6. PacTel claims that its current state tariffs are consistent with the requirement that carriers file
state tariffs to make available central office coin transmission services, which allow PSPs to offer payphone
services using either smart or dumb payphone sets if the carrier provides such services to its own payphone
operations. Id. at 6 n. 11. PacTel also notes. however. that it plans to add classes of services to its state tariffs.
Id. Specifically, PacTel states that Nevada BelJ wilJ offer COPT Coin Line service and COPT Charge·a-CalJ
service pursuant to tariffs filed on January IS, 1997. ~ at 4 n.6 and n.7. On January IS. 1997, Nevada Bell
filed tariffs for both of the foregoing services. 3tt PacTel Reply, Exhibit A.

J5 PacTel CEI Plan at 6 (noting that. as discussed above. Nevada Bell plans to tariff COPT Coin Line
service by January IS. 1997).

APCC Comments at 6; SOPA Comments at 6.

APCC Comments at 6.

49 Id. at 6-7.

so !!. at 7.

51 SOPA Comments at 6. SDPA avers that. so long as PacTel's COPT service, which is comprised of a
variety of bundled services. is not fully unbundled and there is no structural separation, there is a strong potential
for discrimination by PacTel in favor of its payphone operations. Id.

9
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16. PacTel respondS thit our CEI requirements do not require it to unbundle
particular features from existing service offerings.52 Rather, PacTel argues, the unbundling
requirement requires that "the basic, regulated network services that our PSPs use must be
unbundled from other basic services so that other PSPs can purchase and use them in the
same manner as our PSPs. ,,53 PacTel claims that its CEl plan demonstrates compliance with
this requirement.54

17. We find that PacTel's plan satisfies the CEI unbundling requirement contained
in the payphone proceeding. The payphone rulemaking proceeding requires SOCs to offer
transmission services that enable unaffiliated PSPs to offer payphone services using either
"smart" or "dumb" payphones, or to offer inmate calling services.55 In addition, consistent
with the requirements of the payphone proceeding, SOCs must provide, on a tariffed basis,
the unbundled features and functions that they provide to unaffiliated PSPs or to their own
payphone operations.56 PacTel's plan, as supplemented, satisfies these requirements. We note
that PacTel may unbundle additional featUres and functions, states may require further
unbundling, and independent PSPs may request additional unbundled features and functions
through the ONA l2Q-day service request process.57 Any other unbundled features and
functions provided by PacTel must comply with the tariffing and eEl requirements of the
payphone proceeding, Computer III and ONA.

18. We reject APCC's and SDPA's contention that PacTel must further unbundle
its payphone services at this time. As noted in the Clarification Order. the Commission's
payphone orders "do not require that LECs unbundle more featUres and functions from the
basic payphone line . . . than the LEC provides on an unbundled basis. ,,51 In the Clarification
Order. we stated that if, for example, a SOC provides answer supervision bundled with the
basic payphone line, the SOC is not required either to unbundle that service from its state
tariff for payphone service, or to tariff that service at the federal level. If the LEC, however,
provides answer supervision separately, on an unbundled basis, either to affuiated or

5: PacTel Reply at 10 n.20.

53 Id. ("" [a]s pan of its CEI offering. the basic services and basic service functions that underlie [a]
carrier's enhanced offering must be unbundled from other basic service offerings and associated with a specific
rale elemenl in the CEI wiff. ..·) (emphasis in original) (quoting Computer III at para. 158).

ss

56

51

165).

Payphone Order at para. 146.

Reconsideration Order at para. 146.

Clarification Order at para. 8. n.23.

Clarification Order at para. 16 (citing Payphone Order at para. 148; Order on Reconsideration at para.

10
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unaffiliated PSPs, the LEe mUsttariff that feature in both the state and federal jurisdictions.59

Thus, PacTel is not obligated at this time to unbundle from its basic payphone service
offerings any features that PacTel does not offer on an unbundled basis to itself or to others.
Independent PSPs may request PacTel to unbundle its coin line service further through the
120 day ONA process.60

2. Interface Functionality

19. The interface functionality requirement obligates the BOC to make available
standardized hardware and software interfaces that are able to support transmission, switching.
and signaling functions identical to those used by the BOC's payphone service.61

20. PacTel represents that it "will interconnect its payphone services to its network
only by means of the tariffed network services with standardized technical interconnections
that are available to all PSPs. ,,62 It adds that no special interfaces, signaling, abbreviated
dialing, derived channels or other capabilities will be made available only to its pay telephone
operations.63

21. Telco asserts that PacTel does not adequately describe how it intends to
provide interface functionality, but, instead, merely states that PSPs may connect their
payphone CPE to Pacific Bell's standardized technical interfaces.M Telco claims that Pacific
Bell "provides no further explanation or meaningful detail regarding the technical

59 Clarification Order at para. 16. That order clarified that the unbundled features and functions addressed
in the payphone rulemaking proceeding are network services similar to basic service elements ("BSEs") under the
ONA regulatory framework. BSEs are defined as optional unbundled features that an enhanced service provider
may require or find useful in configuring its enhanced service. !sL. at pan. 17 (citing Filing and Review of Open
Network Architecture Plans, Phase I, Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 88·381, 4 FCC Red 1 (1988)
("BGe ONA Order"). In this case, the unbundled features are payphone-spec:ific. network-based features and
functions used in configuring unregulated payphone operations provided by PSPS or LECs. Some of the LECs
use terms such as tariffed "options" and "elective features" to refer to network services that other LECs call
features and functions. The Clarification Order concluded that "[o]ptions and elective features must be federally
tariffed in the same circumstances as features and functions must be federally tariffed, depending on whether
they are provided on a bundled basis with the basic network payphone line (state tariff), or separately on an
unbundled basis (federal and state tariffs)." 19.:. (citing APDlication of Open Network Architecture and
Nondiscrimination Safeguards to GTE Corporation. 11 FCC Red 5558 (1995).

60

61

62

63

Pavphone Order at para. 148; Reconsideration Order at 165.

Payphone Order at paras. 202·03; Phase I Order, 104 FCC 2d at 1039, para. 157.

PacTel CEI Plan at 5.

Telco Comments at 2-3.

11



Federal Communications Commission DA 97-794

requirements a PSP must meet toconnect to the network interfaces, and provides absolutely
no description of the interfaces."6S In addition, SDPA asserts that, even if PacTel does not
make special network interfaces available to PubCom in the future, "it does not address
unique network serving arrangements for the LEC's payphone division which may already be
in place. ,,66

22. PacTel responds that, as part of its CEI offering, it is only required to make
available standardized interfaces that are able to support functions identical to those utilized in
the service provided by the LEC.67 PacTel claims that it makes such interfaces available
through the standard technical interconnections in the tariffs attached to its CEl plan and in
the services offered in its new state tariffs attached to its reply.6I PacTel adds that it provided
information and technical disclosures for interfaces in its network disclosures on January 15,
1995.69 In response to SDPA, PacTel represents that its PSPs do not, and will not, have any
high-capacity or specialized serving arrangements that are not available to all PSPs.70

23. We find that PacTers CEl plan comports with the interface functionality
requirement. As stated above, the interface functionality requirement only obligates a BOC to
make available standardized hardware and software interfaces that will be able to support
transmission, switching, and signaling functions identical to those used by the BOC's
payphone service. PacTel represents, and Telco does not deny, that it has done so. Beyond
the filing of network disclosures, which PacTel states it has filed, this parameter does not
require PacTel to provide technical details in the CEI plan explaining how PSPs will connect
to PacTel's network.

3. Resale

24. The resale requirement established in Computer m obligates a "carrier's
enhanced service operations to take the basic services used in its enhanced service offerings at
their unbundled tariffed rates as a means of preventing improper cost-shifting to regulated
operations and anticompetitive pricing in unregulated markets.,,7l Based on the requirement in

65 12.:.

SDPA Comments at 5.

67 PacTel Reply at 27.

61 12.:.

69 Id. (adding that. since it has offered the subject services for years and the interfaces are standard, no
further description is needed).

70 Id. at 28.

71 Phase I Order. 104 FCC 2d at 1040. para. 159.
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the Pavphone Order and the Reconsideration Order, any basic services provided by a BOC to
its payphone affiliate. as well as any payphone service prOVided to others. must be available
on a nondiscriminatory basis to other payphone providers.n

25. In its CEI plan. PacTel represents that its "payphone service operations will
take all basic services at unbundled tariffed rates."n We therefore find that PacTeI's CEI
plan compons with the resale requirement. We are not persuaded by Telco's argument that
PacTel's plan is insufficient. because it "fails to provide any specificity as to what
combinations will be offered for resale. whether resale will be offered on a nondiscriminatory
basis. or what mechanisms will exist to enable competitors to ensure that resale obligations
are being met"'· We find that PacTers representation that all basic services provided to its
payphone operations will be available. pursuant to tariffed arrangements. to all PSPs. is
sufficient to meet this CEI requirement. It is not required to provide in its CEI plan the level
of detail sought by Telco in order to comply with the resale CEI requirement. To the extent
that Telco's objections are based on concerns that PacTel's tariffed payphone offerings
unlawfully discriminate against unaffiliated PSPS. such specific. fact-based claims should be
addressed in federal or stale tariff proceedings or in a formal complaint action against PacTel.

4. Technical Cbaneteristics

26. This requirement obligates a carrier to provide basic services with technical
characteristics that are equal to the technical characteristics the carrier uses for its own
payphone services.75

27. PacTel represents that it will use the same tariffed basic services to provide
payphone services as are available to its payphone competitors. and that the technical
characteristics of the basic services provided to independent PSPS will be equal to those of
the basic services used for PacTel's own payphone service operations.76 Telco does not
challenge this representation. but assens that PacTel should proVide further detail to enable
the Commission to detennine that there will be no discrimination between affiliated and
unaffiliated PSPs.n We fmd that PacTel is not required by our CEI rules to furnish the
additional information requested by Telco in order to satisfy the technical characteristics

7: Payp. Order at para. 200; ReconsidmIion Order at pII'L 211.

73 PacTel CEI Plan It 6.

7~ Telco Comments at 2·3.

" Payphone Order It pans. 199·207; Reconsidenljon Order II pIllS. 218-220; PhMe I Order. 104 FCC 2d
at 1041, para. 160.

76 PacTel CEI Plan al 6-7.

77 Telco Comments at 3.

13



Federal CommUDicatioas CommWoa DA 97-794

requirement. We therefore conclude that PacTel's CEI plan tompons with the technical
characteristics CEl requirement. To the extent that Telco obtains credible evidence that
PacTel has unlawfully discriminated against unaffiliated PSPs in the assignment of access
lines. Telco may initiate a fonnal complaint action against PacTe!.7'

S. Installation, Maintenance, and Repair

28. The Payphooe Order requires SOCs to describe in their CEI plans how they
will comply with the nondiscrimination requirements in Computer III and Qt:iA regarding the
quality of service. installation, and maintenaDee.79 This requirement ensures that the time
periods for installation, maintenance, and repair of the basic services and facilities included in
a CEl offering to unaffiliated PSPs are the same u those the carrier provides to its own or its
affiliated payphone service operations.It SOCs also must satisfy reporting and other
requirements showing that they have met this requiremenLIt

29. In its CEl plan, PacTel states that "its procedures ensure that the time periods
for installation, maintenance, and repair of the basic services and facilities provided to
independent PSPs are the same as [it] fumish[es] to [its] own payphone operation.,,1l For
example. PacTel represents that its employees are trained to process work according to due __
dates (for service installation) and customer commitment times (for trouble reports). and that­
many of its systems monitor due dates or commitment times to ensure that work is completed
as agreed with the customer.13 PacTel also avers that its payphoDe operations will place
orders for network services, and make trouble reports on network services and receive
infonnation on the status of network repairs, in the same way as do other PSPS.14 In addition.
PacTel states that all service orders are entered into its Service Order Retrieval and
Distribution System with standard service intervals or customer-negotiated due dates."

71 ~ 47 U.S.C. § 208.

Pavphone Order at para. 207.

10 Payphone Order at para. 203; Phase I Order. 104 FCC 2d at 1041. para. 161.

II The Payphone Order does not impose any new continuin. repcnin. requimnenl. because BOCs an
already subject to reponin. requimnenls pursuant to Com..m mel 2t!tr BOCs mUit report on payphone
services as they do for basic services. Phase I Order. 104 FCC 2d II 1041. pIlL 161. PacTel mUit provide
quanerly repons on instaJlalion and maintenance of its basic services. ~ II 1055-1056, para. 192·193.

I: PacTel CEI Plan at 7.

u rd. PKTel adds that it evaluaces its employees on tbIir ability to milt due dares and commitment times
and the quality of the repair or inswillion service. ~

.. !!. at 8-9.

U Ish at 8
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Finally, PacTel declares that; "[sTubject to limited exceptions, trouble repons are worked on in
the order received," and that the "primary consideration is the nature of the trouble."86

30. APCC and SOPA assert that PacTel's CEI plan must provide further detail
regarding how it will provide installation, maintenance, and repair on a nondiscriminatory
basis to unaffiliated PSPs.87 For instance, APCC contends that, while PacTel states that
independent PSPs will have comparable access to service order processing, installation,
maintenance, and repair service, it does not indicate specifically what type of access is
permitted to its payphone division personnel." APCC also assens that PacTel's plan must
discuss Pactel's service ordering procedures when a location provider changes from a PacTel
payphone to an independent PSP payphone, or vice versa, to assess whether service orders are
treated equally in this context.19 APCC argues that PacTel must specify the procedures it will
use to ensure that PacTel will not engage in unfair marketing practices when its payphones
are replaced by independent PSP payphones.90 In addition, APCC insists that PacTel should
amend or refile its CEI plan to state how maintenance and repairs will be handled for the
installed base, where no network interface has yet been installed, and to identify for its
payphone offerings the demarcation point between the switched network and a payphone
provider's inside wire.91

31. APCC further assens that, to the extent PacTel shares personnel, it must
describe in detail what specific steps it will take to ensure that there will be no discrimina~on

16

87

Id. at 9.

APCC Comments at 17; SOPA Comments at 4.

88 APCC Comments at 14. ~ also SOPA Comments at 4-5 (the Commission should ensure that
"PubCom will not have preferential access (e.g., via dedicated phone lines or elecU'onic mail) to Pacific Bell's
service-ordering systems or to the LEC's service-ordering or network installation personnel"); CPA Comments at
12-13 ("If PubCom is allowed access to Pacific Bell's LEC service ordering systems, ... independent PSPS must
be allowed equivalent access.")

89 APCC Comments at 14.

90 APCC Comments at 15 ("PacTel's service ordering procedures must specify that PacTel's payphone
division is not notified when a new service order is placed for an IPP payphone").

91 APCC Comments at IS. APCC claims that PacTel "discriminates against subscribers of its [COPT
Service (Basic)] service (independent PSPs) and favors subscribers of its coin line service (its payphone
division)," by treating the demarcation point differently depending on whether a payphone uses COPT Service
(Basic) (network interface twelve inches within PacTel's protector or building terminal) or coin line service
(demarcation point at the set). !!L. at 16.
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against independent PSPs.92 Finally, CPA claims that PacTel has previously accorded the
following accommodations, which facilitate efficient installation of payphone stations and
enclosures, to its payphone operations: (I) special telephone numbers for ordering services
and testing lines; (2) provision of duplicate keys to access lock boxes on customer premises:
and (3) access to node boxes for efficient testing of lines.9.3 CPA argues that if these
accommodations continue to be accorded to PubCom, they must be accorded to all PSPs
without discrimination.9'

32. In its reply, PacTel reiterates that its payphone operations will place orders for
network services in the same manner as other PSPs." In addition, PacTel clarifies that its
procedures for ordering network services will remain the same when a location provider
changes a PacTel paypbone division paypbone to an independent PSP payphone, and vice
versa.96 and that its network personnel will not service payphones." In response to APCC's
concerns about repairs and maintenance for its installed base, PacTel states that, as set forth
in its tariffs, the demarcation point is at the minimum point of entry." In response to CPA,
PacTel clarifies that: (1) PubCom will not have access to any special telephone numbers for
ordering services and testing lines that are not available to all PSPs; (2) it will not provide
PubCom keys to access lock boxes on customer premises; and (3) PubCom will not have
access to node boxes for efficient testing of lines, unless such access is made available to
other PSPs.99 Finally, PacTel avers that, like any other PSP, its PSPs will not receive
notification when a new service order is placed for an independent PSP paypbone. 1OO

33. On April 10, 1997, CPA filed an £! parte communication with the
Commission. which alleged that Pacific Bell had recently initiated changes to its service order

92 APCC Comments at 17. APCC acknowledges that PatTel indicated that payphone division personnel
will not service the network. but complains that PacTel "does!!2! state that it will prohibit network personnel
from servicing payphones." IS:. at 16 (emphasis in original).

93 CPA Comments at 18.

95 PacTel Reply at 29.

% Id. PatTel adds that. if conflicts arise over who is the location provider of record. its service center will
stay out of the conflict. and heTel will provide service to whomever qualifies for and orders the service from its
tariff. rd. at 29·30.

91 .!S.:. at 30.

9' Id.

99 PatTel Reply at 30.

100 Id. at 30-31.
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procedures that are inconsistent WIth assurances made by Pacific Bell in its CEl plan and in
responses to comments on that plan. IOI Specifically, CPA alleges that Pacific Bell has: (I)
eliminated the assignment of account representatives to particular independent PSPs and
required that all calls to the COPT Service Center be directed to a single telephone number.
(2) required that payphone service regrade orders (i.e.• an order by an independent PSP
requesting that it replace Pacific Bell's PSP operation in providing service at aparticular
location) be directed to PubCom in the first instance, rather than to the COPT Service
Center~I02 (3) altered its procedures for confirming due dates for service orders~ and (4)
refused to process "supersedure" orders (which request the conversion of responsibility for a
COPT line from one independent PSP to another) until any past due balance on the
superseded account has been paid. and rejected such orders rather than holding them until
payment has been made. I03 CPA further alleges that COPT Service Center representatives
have informed independent PSPs that routine customer service tasks are on hold, because all
of the center's resources are being devoted to system record changes to account for all
PubCom's coin lines as tariffed COPT Coin lines.104

34. PacTel responds that COPT service orders for all PSPs must be 'submitted to
and will be processed by Pacific Bell's COPT service center, regardless of whether an order
replaces an existing Pacific Bell PSP service.105 PacTel also represents that, under its new
procedures, all regrades will be handled in the same manner.U16 PacTel states that, when any
PSP seeks to replace the service of another PSP at a particular location, the incoming PSP 11as
two choices: ( I) request Pacific Bell to install an additional line at the location and incur
installation costs, or (2) negotiate an agreement with the existing PSP to supersede the
existing service to the incoming PSP, and incur much lower charges by avoiding installation
charges. 107 PacTel represents that, historically, when an independent PSP sought to replace

101 Letter from Martin A. Manes. Graham &. James LLP on behalf of CPA. to William F. Caton. Acting
Secretary. Federal Communications Commission (April 10, 1997) (CPA April 10 Q Pane).

I~ CPA claims PubCom is unprepared to address service orders from independent PSPS. and that regrade
orders are not being processed by Pacific Bell. ~ In addition. CPA arl'lcs that Pacific Bell's claims that it will
not disclose or use the CPNI of independent PSPS without approval, except in the provision of service. and that
PubCom will not receive notification of new service orders placed for independent PSP payphones. are
contradicted by the requirement that independent PSPS must direct service orders for regrade service to PubCom.
.!sL (citing PacTel CEI Plan at 14. PacTel Reply at 31).

103 Yd.

lll5 Letter from Nancy K. McMahon, Senior Counsel. SBC Communications Inc.• to WiUiam F. Caton.
Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission (Apr. J1, 1997) (PacTel April 11 Ex Pane).

106 Id.

107 Yd.
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Pacific Bell PSP service, the COPT service center would forward infonnation to a contraet
administrator, who would identify and attempt to resolve any contraetual issues. 11lI PacTel
represents that, by contrast, when an independent PSP sought to replace another independent
PSP, the PSPs negotiated supersedure among themselves, and that the COPT service center
obtained the outgoing PSP's authority to supersede the account before processing the
supersedure order. I09 PacTel represents that. now, all PSPs must negotiate a supersedure with
the outgoing PSP, including Pacific Bell's PSP, before placing a supersedure order with the
COPT service center, and that the service center has been informing independent PSPs that
they must call Pacific Bell's PSP to regrade Pacific Bell PSP service. llo PacTel adds that
independent PSPs that do not want to negotiate a supersedure with Pacific Bell's PSP may, as
always, submit a new installation order for the site at issue. II I

35. In addition, PacTel aclcnowledges that it no longer assigns COPT service center
representatives to particular accounts, but represents that a PSP that requests a particular
representative will be transferred to that representative or, if the representative is not
available, may elect to have the call returned by that representative or to work with another,
available representative. liZ PacTel also represents that the COPT service center has not
changed any of its procedures for confuming due dates to PSPS. 113 PacTel further represents
that the requirement that an outgoing PSP account be paid in full before a supersedure order
is processed is a long standing Pacific Bell policy.lI. Finally, PacTel represents that the
COPT service center has not put routine customer tasks on hold pending completion of any

108 rd.

109 Id.

110 Id. PacTel claims that Pacific Bell's PSP operation has been staffed and ready to review the status of
accounts and to negotiate supersedures as appropriate since April I, 1997. Id. PacTel argues that the fact that
PSPs must negotiate supersedures among themselves does not raise any CPNI issues or the possibility of
improper notice of new service orders, because Pacific Bell's COPT service center will not disclose any such
information regarding independent PSPs to its own PSP operation. Rather, an incoming PSP will have to
disclose to Pacific Bell's PSP the same information that it would have to disclose to any other PSP that it seeks
to replace. Id. PacTel states that it is unclear why the incoming PSP would have to disclose to Pacific Bell's
PSP operation any more information than it would under the previous regrade process. of which CPA approves.
Id.

III l!1.

112 Id.

113 Id.

114 If!:. PacTel represents that the COPT service center holds a supersedure order until the balance is paid,
and that a PSP that does not want to wait until the outgoing PSP has paid the account may either pay the balance
due or submit a new installation order. 19.:. PacTel notes that the incoming PSP would have to obtain the
amount of the balance due from the outgoing PSP. hi.
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